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Response to Arguments 

In order to put the current application in better form for appeal examiner is 
withdrawing finality of the action in order to appropriately apply 101 rejections according 
to the new proposed guidelines and preferable avoid remand on this issue. 

Examiner has provided a copy of the response to argument provided in the 
advisory action. 

Applicants 1st argument is that Matson does not teach determining whether a 
new log entry comprises one or more required fields. Examiner disagrees, Matson 
teaches "Parsing may be defined as extracting information from the supplier-specific 
data format" and "In particular, the following fields in a supplier data record should be 
parsed (or constructed): supplier name, supplier product number, manufacturer name, 
manufacturer product number, vendor name, and vendor product number." It is clear 
from the cited section that Matson teach, determining if new log entry comprises one or 
more require fields. 

2nd applicant argues that Matson does not teach using mapping rules that 
describe a location and format of one or more required fields. Examiner disagrees, 
Matson teaches, "Parsing" which is a mapping rules, parsing inherently include location 
and format. Therefore Matson teaches, "mapping rules that describe a location and 
format of one or more required fields." 
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3rd applicant argues that Matson does not teach extraction information from the 
new log entry only if the new log entry comprises the one or more required fields. 
Matson teaches "Parsing," which only remove content if it matched the selected criteria. 
Therefore Matson does teach, extraction information from the new log entry only if the 
new log entry comprises the one or more required fields. 

4th applicant argues that Landry does not teach, a method of maintaining a 
database for managing a process of a plurality of transactions through two or more 
applications. Presently examiner is unclearly why applicant is arguing this limitation, 
since in the final rejection examiner cited Matson for this limitation. Therefore this 
argument seems moot since it does not discuss the cited prior art. 

Therefore in conclusion the arguments presented fail to persuade the examiner 
that the current claims overcome the prior art or record.. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the 
manner and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact 
terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which 
it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the 
best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 

comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
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was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. The claims have been amended to tangible which is not supported by the 
specification. Applicant must use terminology that is consistent with the specification. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, 
manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement 
thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements 
of this title. 

Claims 21-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Presently the specification in paragraph 19, it 
discusses a communications medium which is non-statutory form of invention. 

Claims that recite nothing but the physical characteristics of a form of energy, such 
as a frequency, voltage, or the strength of a magnetic field, define energy or magnetism, 
per se, and as such are nonstatutory natural phenomena. O'Reilly, 56 U.S. (15 How.) at 
112-14. Moreover, it does not appear that a claim reciting a signal encoded with 
functional descriptive material falls within any of the categories of patentable subject 
matter set forth in § 1 01 . 

First, a claimed signal is clearly not a "process" under § 101 because it is not a 
series of steps/The other three § 101 classes of machine, compositions of matter and 
manufactures "relate to structural entities and can be grouped as 'product 1 claims in 
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order to contrast them with process claims." 1 D. Chisum, Patents § 1.02 (1994). The 
three product classes have traditionally required physical structure or material. 

'The term machine includes every mechanical device or combination of mechanical 
device or combination of mechanical powers and devices to perform some function and 
produce a certain effect or result." Corning v. Burden, 56 U.S. (15 How.) 252, 267 
(1854). A modern definition of machine would no doubt include electronic devices which 
perform functions. Indeed, devices such as flip-flops and computers are referred to in 
computer science as sequential machines. A claimed signal has no physical structure, 
does not itself perform any useful, concrete and tangible result and, thus, does not fit 
within the definition of a machine. 

A "composition of matter" "covers all compositions of two or more substances and 
includes all composite articles, whether they be results of chemical union, or of 
mechanical mixture, or whether they be gases, fluids, powders or solids." Shell 
Development Co. v. Watson, 149 F. Supp. 279, 280, 113 USPQ 265, 266 (D.D.C. 
1957), affd, 252 F.2d 861, 116 USPQ 428 (D.C. Cir, 1958). A claimed signal is not 
matter, but a form of energy, and therefore is not a composition of matter. 

The Supreme Court has read the term "manufacture" in accordance with its 
„ dictionary definition to mean "the production of articles for use from raw or prepared 
materials by giving to these materials new forms, qualities, properties, or combinations, 
whether by hand-labor or by machinery." Diamond v. Chakrabarty, 447 U.S. 303, 308, 
206 USPQ 193, 196-97 (1980) (quoting American Fruit Growers, Inc. v. Brogdex Co., 
283 U.S. 1,11,8 USPQ 131, 133 (1931), which, in turn, quotes the Century Dictionary). 
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Other courts have applied similar definitions. See American Disappearing Bed Co. v. 
Arnaelsteen, 182 F. 324, 325 (9th Cir. 1910), cert, denied, 220 U.S. 622 (1911). These 
definitions require physical substance, which a claimed signal does not have. Congress 
can be presumed to be aware of an administrative or judicial interpretation of a statute 
and to adopt that interpretation when it re-enacts a statute without change. Lorillard v. 
Pons, 434 U.S. 575, 580 (1978). Thus, Congress must be presumed to have been 
aware of the interpretation of manufacture in American Fruit Growers when it passed 
the 1952 Patent Act. 

A manufacture is also defined as the residual class of product. 1 Chisum, § 1.02[3] 
(citing W. Robinson, The Law of Patents for Useful Inventions 270 (1890)). 

A product is a tangible physical article or object, some form of matter, which a signal is 
not. That the other two product classes, machine and composition of matter, require 
physical matter is evidence that a manufacture was also intended to require physical 
matter. A signal, a form of energy, does not fall within either of the two definitions of 
manufacture. Thus, a signal does not fall within one of the four statutory classes of § 
101. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 1-2, 4-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,668,254) in view of Landry (U.S. Patent 5,649,117). 

For claim 1 , Matson et al. teaches, a method if maintaining a database for 
managing a process of a plurality of transactions through two or more application in a 
business transaction environment, each application having at least one associated log 
file, and (see Matson et al. , Col. 2 lines 61-67, Col. 3 lines 9-16) 

accessing each of the respective associated log files, wherein at least two 
of the associated log files are of different formats; (see Matson et al. , abstract, Col. 3 
lines 9-16) 

for each new log files are of different formats; (see Matson et al. , abstract, 
Col. 3 lines 9-16) 

for each new log entry recorded in the respective associated log file being 

accessed: 
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(i) determining whether the new log entry comprises one or more required 
fields using mapping rules that describe a location and format of at least the one or 
more required fields in the respective associated log file: (see Matson et al. , Col. 3 lines 
9-16, Col. 4 lines 16-21, Col. 5 lines 16-21, Col. 5 lines 22-38, new log entries are 
mapped in to fields in the XML file) 

(ii) extracting information from the new log entry only if the new log entry 
comprises the one or more required fields; (see Matson et al. , Col. 6 lines 14-16) 

and (iii) storing the information as a plurality of transaction records to a 
database, (see Matson et al. , Col. 9 lines 47-60) 

Matson et al. fails to clearly disclose, each transaction being defined by one or more 
steps configured to complete the transaction, the method comprising: 

Landry teaches, each transaction being defined by one or more steps configured to 
complete the transaction, the method comprising: (see Landry, figure 2A&B) 

It would have been obvious to on of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine Matson et al.'s system of processing new data into a 
data into a database with Landry's method of defining records as transactions, since it is 
well known in the art that a database is designed to hold any type of record, and it 
would be obvious to make use of the database to support as may types of records, in 
order to increase the profitability of the database application by having an increased 
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user base (more users are able to buy and use the product), (see Matson et al. , Col. 2 
Col. 61-67, Matson et al. provides for uses other then on-line shopping) 

For claim 2, Matson et al. -Landry teaches, the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
receiving a notification message from the respective associated log file indicating that 
the new log entry has been recorded in the respective associated log file, (see Matson 
et al. , Col. 4 lines 35-53, by doing a diff, the system is able to differentiate if a new log 
entry is filed) 

For claim 4, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
information is extracted from the new log entry using the mapping rules providing the 
format and the location of the information in the new log entry, (see Matson et al. , Col. 
5 lines 16-21 , Col. 5 lines 22-38, new log entries are mapped in to fields in the XML file) 

For claim 5, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 1, further comprising 
determining whether the plurality of transaction records satisfies an undesirable 
condition; (see Matson et al., Col. 6 lines 24-28, undesired condition is that record is 
missing information) 

and executing an action responsive to the undesirable condition if the plurality of 
transactions satisfies the condition, (see Matson et al. , Col. 6 lines 24-28, records are 
moved the fault data file, this is the action to the undesirable condition) 
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For claim 6, Matson et al. -Landry teaches, the method of claim 5, wherein the condition 
is whether a number of the plurality of transaction records indicative of active 
transactions exceeds a predefined numerical limit, (see Matson et al. , Col. 8 lines 1-19, 
it would be obvious to make the response to the condition to trust the results) 

For claim 7, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 5, wherein the condition 
is whether any of the plurality of transaction records indicative of active transactions has 
a time duration exceeding a predefined time limit, (see Landry, Col. 7 lines 20-29) The 
same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 1, applies equally as well to 
claim 7. 

For claim 8, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 5, wherein executing the 
action comprises sending a notification message alerting the condition, (see Landry, 
Col. 31 lines 36-53) The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 1 , 
applies equally as well to claim 8. 

For claim 9, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 5, wherein the action 
comprises executing a computer program for resolving the condition, (see Landry, Col. 
30 lines 7-21) The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 1, applies 
equally as well to claim 9. 
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For claim 10, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 1, wherein the one or 
more required fields comprises at least one of a transaction identifier, a step identifier, 
and a time stamp, (see Matson et al. , Col. 6 lines 24-29) and (see Landry, figure 
2A&B, Col. 13 lines 35-60) The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of 
claim 1 , applies equally as well to claim 1 0. 

For claim 1 1 , Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 10, wherein step 
identifier is a unique identifier associated with a step of the transaction, (see Landry, 
Col. 13 lines 35-60, Col. 34 lines 14-44) The same motivation that was utilized in the 
rejection of claim 1 , applies equally as well to claim 11. 

For claim 12, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 10, wherein the time 
stamp indicates a time at which the step started, (see Landry, Col. 30 lines 8-21) The 
same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 1, applies equally as well to 

« 

claim 12. 

For claim 13, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 1, wherein the 
information comprises at least one of a transaction type, a transaction origin, and a 
transaction destination, the transaction type, the transaction origin and the transaction 
destination identifying the transaction record, (see Landry, figure 2A&B) The same 
motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 1 , applies equally as well to claim 
13. 
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For claim 14, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 13, wherein the 
transaction type describes the type of transaction, (see Landry, figure 2A&B) The same 
motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 1, applies equally as well to claim 
14. 

For claim 15, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 13, wherein the 
transaction origin describes an entity that originated the transaction, (see Landry, figure 
2A&B) The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 1 , applies equally 
as well to claim 15. 

For claim 16, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 13, wherein the 
transaction destination describes a final destination of the transaction, (see Landry, 
figure 2A&B) The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 1 , applies 
equally as well to claim 16. 

For claim 17, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 1, wherein storing the 
information comprises storing the information to the database as one of a transaction 
record and a step record, the transaction record being defined by one or more step 
records, (see Landry, figure 2A&B) The same motivation that was utilized in the 
rejection of claim 1 , applies equally as well to claim 17. 
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For claim 18, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 17, wherein the 
information comprises at least one of a step type and a step location, the step type and 
the step location identifying the step record, (see Landry, figure 2A&B) The same 
motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 1, applies equally as well to claim 
18. 

For claim 19, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 18, wherein the step 
type describes the operation performed by one of the two or more applications at the 
time the new log entry is recorded, (see Landry, figure 2A&B ,Col. 34 lines 14-44) The 
same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 1 , applies equally as well to 
claim 19. 

For claim 20, Matson et al.-Landry teaches, the method of claim 18, wherein the step 
location describes a computer of at least one of the two or more applications, (see 
Landry, figure 2A&B, Col. 34 lines 14-44) The same motivation that was utilized in the 
rejection of claim 1 , applies equally as well to claim 20. 

Claims 21-30 list all the same elements of claims 1-2, 3-20, but in computer readable 
medium and system form rather than method form. Therefore, the supporting rationale 
of the rejection to claims 1-2, 3-20 applies equally as well to claims 21-30. 



Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. See attached UPSTO 892 (if appropriate). 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ajay M. Bhatia whose telephone number is.(571)-272- 
3906. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on (571)272-3933. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-91 97 (toll-free). 




Jason Cardone 
Supervisor Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2145 
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